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Antiochus the Great (223-187 b.c.) that we find the first clear
evidence of a gerousia.1 This is the term Josephus uses and it
is enough in itself to brand the council as an aristocratic insti-
tution. The High Priest presided over it and the priestly
aristocracy dominated its proceedings, except perhaps when
the High Priest happened also to be the secular ruler or ethnarch,
as was the case with several of the Hasmonseans. These princes
were suspicious of the Temple personnel.
There is every reason to believe that this gerousia was
essentially the same institution as the synedrion of the Roman
period.2 The term came into use in the reign of Hyrcanus II
(i.e. after 69 b.c.). It was applied to an organized body which
appears to have combined the functions of High Court of Justice
and administrative council.3 We can deduce the latter func-
tion from the alarming repercussions which a change of governors
would sometimes produce in the Sanhedrin. Thus Josephus
informs us that Herod celebrated his accession by having every
member of the council executed (Jos., AnL, xiv, 9, 4).
At this time the Sanhedrin was the special province of the
priestly aristocracy, who were undoubtedly the prevailing,
though not the exclusive element in the council. Josephus
makes the definite assertion that after the death of Herod and
the deposition of Archelaus " the administration of the state was
in the hands of an aristocracy " and " the government of the nation
was entrusted to the High Priests"* But the priesthood was
not in complete control, for the Sanhedrin must have included
a certain number of lay members, and we must also allow for
the growing power of the Doctors of the Law, or Scribes,, who
had had a place in it ever since the time of Queen Alexandra
(69 b.c.) and had gained considerable influence during the reign
of King Herod. This is why Schiirer is justified in his con-
1 Jos.} AnL, xii, 3, 3.
3 The texts on which this assumption is based are collected in LXXV,
ii, 192.
3	According to Jos., Ant., xix,  9, 3 ff., it was before this ovvibotov
that the young King Herod was summoned to answer for his behaviour
and actions in Galilee.    — Bucheler (Das Synedrium in Jerusalem, 1902)
maintains that there were two councils, having respectively religious and
civil jurisdiction.    Such a division of authority would have been quite
foreign to the customs and feelings of the Jews, and there is no proof
that it existed.    Cf. COL, i, 9.
4	Jos., AnL, xx,   10,  in fine :  doKnoxoarta fi&v ip 17 nohrsla . . . rrjv
<5e Ttgocrcafftav rov edvovs ol dQ%t£0siQ  e^s^iarevovro.    Note  that   Josephus
does not always call the Council cvvedmov.    He also uses the term fiovfa/j
(B.J., ii, 15, 6 ;  ii, 16, 2, etc.    Cf. LXXV, ii, n. 18).    The New Testa-
ment has the expression ngeafivTEQiov (Luke xxii. 66 ;  Acts xxii. 5) and
yegovaia (Acts v. 21).

